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firm invest in capacity in the first place. Competition tends to force prices toward those costs that are
realistically achievable, given the realities and limitations of building and operating production

facilities.

Additionally, the Hatfield model does not reasonably estimate TSLRIC given real world build-out
requirements. The Hatfield model of TSLRIC divides the local exchange service area into six different
cost zones based on differing population densities. However, in a highly unrealistic further
simplification, the model assumes that customers are evenly distributed in each of the zones. This
even distribution is clearly not realistic, and this misguided assumption serves to grossly underestimate
real world costs of building local exchange networks. Additionally, the Hatfield model assumes all
network build-outs occur in a greenfield environment, to serve new housing developments or office
parks. Yet, in reality, a large share of telephone plant is not installed in greenfield situations. Many
network build-outs occur as infills in previously built-out areas, for example, when old warehouses are
converted to office suites or residential lofts, or when formerly single line residential customers begin
demanding multiple lines for fax, modem and Internet access. Such retrofitting, which requires streets
to be torn up and preexisting buildings to be modified, is far more expensive than the idealized

greenfield build-outs assumed by the Hatfield model.

Moreover, the Hatfield model ignores the extraordinary asset-specificity of local distribution facilities
by assuming high utilization rates. Telephone switching capacity and transport facilities are relatively
fungible. If one end-user does not use a capacity increment, other end-users can use that increment.
However, the local loop and its subcomponents, feeder, distribution and drop, are not nearly as
fungible, particularly segments which are dedicated to specific users or geographic areas. For
example, feeder cables, which are dedicated to specific distribution areas (neighborhoods) are fungible
within dedicated distribution areas but are highly asset-specific across distribution areas. Thus, ifa
neighborhood as a whole has higher than anticipated growth in demand for access lines, new feeder
cables would have to be laid — - an extremely costly process. Distribution and drop are asset-specific
to smaller geographic areas and individual premises respectively. It is costly to redeploy distribution

and drop (but less costly than laying new feeder cables).
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It is obviously much more costly to retrofit the network to provide additional lines than it would have
been if it were possible to perfectly anticipate growth within and across distribution areas. As land use
patterns change (from residential to commercial or from manufacturing to service sector), demand for
access lines can increase dramatically and unexpectedly, imposing unanticipated costs on the local
exchange provider and making it very difficult to optimize their network design and build-out. These
real world costs must be included in any total service incremental cost estimates for local exchange
carriers. Because the Hatfield model fails to do so, the cost estimates it generates vastly understate
the true cost of providing local exchange service under efficient, but reasonably achievable operating

conditions.

While the unrealistic and impractical assumptions mentioned above concerning whole builds in
greenfield environments and overstated utilization rates are reason enough for rejecting any cost
estimates from the Hatfield model, it has a number of other flaws, all of which, not surprisingly, bias
downward its estimates of the TSLRIC of local exchange services and network elements. The

Hatfield model:

Incorporates modules from the Benchmark Cost Model (BCM) which exclude distribution
plant in urban areas and other network components which have variable investment costs in

the long run. These omitted costs are caused by the provision of local telephone service and
should therefore be included in a TSLRIC analysis.

Excludes product specific costs such as marketing and product management which are
caused by a specific service and thus should be included in a TSLRIC study.

Assumes that the design and sizing associated with AT&T’s interLATA toll network is
relevant for U S WEST’s local exchange network. Assumptions about the most efficient
technology for connecting tandem switches does not accurately reflect traffic flow volumes
or utilization factors on U S WEST’s local exchange network, which operates with much
lower traffic densities than a long distance network.

Violates the “total service” aspect of TSLRIC by relying on inputs from the New Hampshire
Telephone Incremental Cost Study for drops and switch maintenance expenses. That model
only estimates costs for an incremental expansion of an existing service.

Given these obvious flaws and deliberate costing biases, it is not surprising that the TSLRIC estimates
generated by the Hatfield model are well below the ILECs' embedded costs. If the TSLRICs were

truly equal to those estimated by the Hatfield model, the ILECs’ existing facilities would not represent
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an advantage to the ILECs, but rather a tremendous liability. Since ILECs’ embedded costs are so
much higher than the TSLRIC proposed by the Hatfield model, new entrants would easily be able to
take significant market share away from the ILECs by building new facilities at the Hatfield cost, well
below the ILECs’ costs, and then selling the services for the lower price that would result. If the
Hatfield cost estimates were accurate, AT&T would not hesitate to build its own network. Yet,
instead, AT&T demands unbundling because they claim the cost of building their own networks would
be too high. In this sense, the cost estimates generated by the Hatfield model contradict the basic
premise of unbundling: that because it is not economic for new entrants to build distribution plant to

provide local exchange services, [LECs should be required to unbundle their facilities and sell them at

TSLRIC.

Moreover, the price of residential exchange service is, in many areas of many states, well above the
TSLRIC estimates of the Hatfield model, which suggests that entrants have an economic incentive to
enter the market by building their own facilities. What one observes, though, is that entrants are
building facilities only in urban centers and other concentrations of high volume business users, not in
residential areas. The reason for that pattern of entry and investment is straightforward: it costs far
more to build local distribution plant in residential areas than the Hatfield model estimates. Indeed, I
know for certain that U S WEST would gladly procure its distribution plant from Hatfield Associates
at prices equal to the Hatfield TSLRIC cost estimates and delivered on a timely basis to protect

against “held orders” or other service quality infractions.

The costs of recent additions to plant by U S WEST is a far better estimate of the costs of
constructing local exchange facilities than estimates generated by a model based on highly unrealistic
assumptions, despite AT&T’s claim that “the economic costs to be measured are the forward-looking
costs of providing the network element in question, and the ILECs’ backward-looking book costs

% Just as the forward-

should rarely, if ever, be used as ‘proxies’ for those forward-looking costs.
looking incremental cost of auto assembly capacity can be estimated by using last year’s investment,

including “new plants” and modernized or expanded plants, so too is U S WEST’s recent investment

9

AT&T's Comments in Response to the NPRM at 55-56, Docket No. 96-98.
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cost a reasonably good estimate of the “forward-looking” cost of local exchange service, because it
reflects the actual and difficult field conditions in which and under which local exchange facilities are
constructed. For example, in the state of Colorado, U S WEST’s average embedded cost of
constructing a loop in 1995 was more than $30 per month. In contrast to the Hatfield model’s
average cost estimate of $8.66 per month, U S WEST's embedded cost is a much better estimate of

the forward-looking cost of efficiently building local loops."°

E. If TSLRIC Pricing And Other AT&T Requests Were Implemented, ILECs Would Be

Forced Into Severe Financial Distress or Insolvency

AT&T, MCI and others advocate that prices should be set at TSLRIC to replicate conditions in
competitive markets.'' However, competition does not drive prices to the cost of the most efficient
producer. An industry supply curve is upward sloping because it reflects differences in the cost of
production, from the most efficient to least efficient capacity in the industry. The equilibrium
competitive price is equal to the cost of the least efficient producer who is actually producing in the
competitive market. In a competitive industry, therefore, one can observe that the least efficient
producers earn profits below their cost of capital, while the most efficient producers earn profits in
excess of their cost of capital. Were that not the case, there would be no incentive to increase

efficiency by investing in new technologies or to expand capacity to meet growing demand.

AT&T claims (and the FCC has agreed) that IXCs operate in a competitive market. AT&T also
claims that prices in competitive markets equal TSLRIC. These claims therefore imply that AT&T’s
own prices are set at TSLRIC. However, it is evident that AT&T's interlLATA prices can not possibly
be set at TSLRIC. A comparison between AT&T's Tariff 12 rates and their basic residential rates
shows a tremendous difference in the two prices — approximately 70 percent. This difference cannot

be attributed entirely to billing costs. Nor can it be attributed to common or shared costs, since AT&T

19 See AT&T’s Comments in Response to the NPRM, Hatfield Model Version 2.2, Release 1, p. 54.

"' “Prices for telecommunications services should reflect the costs of those services, as they would in a competitive
market. This means prices should be set at total long service [sic.] long run incremental cost (TSLRIC). This
standard will allow the ILECs to recover the full, forward-looking costs of providing network elements including a
reasonable return to capital.” MCI’'s Comments in Response to the NPRM at iii, Docket No. 96-98.
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claims that unattributable common and shared costs are negligible in the provision of
telecommunications service.'> The only possible conclusion is that either the price of Tariff 12
services is set far below TSLRIC, or the price of basic residential service is set far above TSLRIC.
Since it would make no sense for AT&T to price its services that far below TSLRIC — even to the
large business customers who qualify for special contracts, it must be true that AT&T’s retail list

prices are far above TSLRIC.

Even among residential customers, the IXCs' prices vary widely, which indicates that their prices
cannot be set at TSLRIC. Consider, for example, residential customers X and Y who have identical
calling patterns (duration and time of day of calls). Assume that initially both customers subscribe to
AT&T but that customer X switches to MCI and customer Y stays with AT&T, without inquiring
about AT&T’s calling plan options. AT&T is likely to offer customer X a cash rebate and a cheaper
calling plan to switch back to AT&T, without actively marketing the same discounts to customer Y.
Therefore, these two customers e¢nd up paying very different per minute rates for interLATA
telephone calls, depending on their calling plan, while the costs of providing that service remain
equivalent. Because AT&T is charging similarly situated customers different rates for service, it must
be true that AT&T is not pricing its interLATA calls at TSLRIC. This is but one example of how
firms in a competitive environment do not price at TSLRIC, but rather include markups based on
market forces that vary markedly across customers. In any industry with multi-product firms, price-
cost relationships (i.e., profit margins) differ greatly across the product line. It is disingenuous for the

IXCs to advocate a “competitive”™ pricing standard for ILECs that they do not follow themselves.

The U S auto industry, for example, began to adopt new production and management techniques in
the early 1990s and continues to increase productivity in its plants. By 1994 Chrysler had taken the
lead in modernizing its plants and updating its production design processes. According to a securities

analyst report,

“While Ford Motor may still operate some of its plants more efficiently than Chrysler
does, there is no question that in the whole process of designing, engineering, and

2 Baumol, Ordover, Willig Attachment to AT&T's Response to the NPRM at 13, Docket No. 96-98.
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manufacturing vehicles, Chrysler is the low-cost leader. The first of the Big Three to
adopt ‘lean production’ techniques, Chrysler has had the most experience in taking the
costs out of the vehicle right at the start - during the engineering stage.”"’

However, it is important to note, as shown in Table II below, that Chrylser was not the only firm that

was making a per unit profit, but that it was making the largest per unit profit. Clearly, then prices are
not driven to the cost of the single most efficient producer in an industry or the other producers could
not remain viable.

Table II : Per Unit Profits of Big Three Automakers in North America

Company Name Average Profit
Per Auto
Chrysler $1,939
Ford $837
General Motors ($790)

Source: DLJ, Company Report, November 3,
1994 (3094 data)

Moreover, if U S WEST is forced to price interconnection and unbundled elements at TSLRIC, it will
have to recover the shared and common costs of building and operating its network solely from its
own retail customers, while allowing competitors full use of the network without contributing their
proportional share of these costs. U S WEST could not compete with new entrants under these terms
because it would always be forced to charge higher prices to retail customers than its competitors, for
the use of the same services and components of the U S WEST network. Such a situation is clearly
inequitable and unsustainable; U S WEST would be driven out of business. This need to recover
common and shared costs is also why companies in a diverse array of competitive markets, such as the
computer chip manufacture, Intel, and the oil producer, Chevron, include such costs in their wholesale

prices.

3 W.B. Needham, Donaldson, Lufkin & Jenrette Securities, Chrysler Corporation - Company Report, November 3,
1994.
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The prices of goods and services in most industries are not equal to TSLRIC. Marking prices up from
TSLRIC to recover shared, common, and embedded costs is practiced universally in all competitive
industries, not just regulated utilities. In most industries, including network industries such as local
exchange service, there are substantial economies of scale and scope that significantly improve
production efficiency. In such cases — which certainly apply to local telecommunications services —
prices must exceed TSLRIC for a firm to recover all of its costs. If prices do not recover total costs in
an industry, firms will not invesr to replace capacity, much less expand capacity. If firms continue to
under-recover their costs, some will exit the industry, further reducing supply relative to demand. As
capacity is reduced, prices will rise to the point where they will cover all costs, not just TSLRIC. In
the case of U S WEST, the sum of the TSLRICs for all services is considerably less than its total costs
of providing telecommunications services in the most efficient manner. Hence, its prices must exceed
TSLRIC to cover its costs and to justify further investment in the telecommunications infrastructure in

its territory.

Up until today, many ILECs, including U S WEST, have existed under rate-of-return regulation in
their state jurisdictions. During the transition to competition, U S WEST is still entitled to recover its
investments made under the social contracts on which rate-of-return regimes are based. Rate-of-
return revenue requirements were implemented to ensure universal and ubiquitous high quality service,
and to provide for the recovery of ILECs’ costs without enabling ILECs to obtain monopoly profits.
For example, in Colorado, U S WEST’s cost studies estimate the TSLRIC of a local loop to be $19
per month but the average embedded cost is $30. Based on the 2.3 million access lines in the state this
represents an annual difference of more than $300 million. Unless U S WEST is allowed to recover

full cost of the loops it invested in, it will be forced out of business.

In addition to advocating TSLRIC pricing (based on an inappropriate definition of TSLRIC) for
unbundled elements, AT&T has also advocated the following policies, any combination of which
would reduce investment in locul exchange infrastructure and prevent ILECs, such as U S WEST,
from recovering their operating expenses and earning a reasonable return on investment: preventing

ILECs from recovering the costs of unbundling or wholesaling, allowing IXCs to use unbundling to
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bypass access charges (creating an effective discount of 87.5% off current interstate access charges),
requiring ILECs to unbundle their networks and wholesale their services without term and volume
commitments, mandating an unecomonically large wholesale “avoided cost discount,” and applying
wholesale discounts to promotional or preexisting wholesale rates enjoyed by high volume end-users.

If all of these policies were implemented, ILECs would be forced into insolvency.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Kelseau Powe, Jr., do hereby certify that on this 30th day of May, 1996, 1
have caused a copy of the foregoing REPLY COMMENTS OF U S WEST, INC. to

be served via first-class United States Mail, postage prepaid, upon the persons
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*James H. Quello

Federal Communications Commission
Room 802

1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554

*Susan P. Ness

Federal Communications Commission
Room 832

1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554
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Federal Communications Commission
Room 802

1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554
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Federal Communications Commission
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1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554

*Regina M. Keeney

Federal Communications Commission
Room 500

1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554

*Reed E. Hundt

Federal Communications Commission
Room 814

1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554

*Rachelle B. Chong

Federal Communications Commission
Room 844

1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554

*John Nakahata

Federal Communications Commission
Room 814

1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554

*Daniel Gonzalez

Federal Communications Commission
Room 844

1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554

*A. Richard Metzger

Federal Communications Commission
Room 500

1919 M Street, N.-W.

Washington, DC 20554



*Kathleen Levitz

Federal Communications Commission
Room 500

1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554

*Richard K. Welch

Federal Communications Commission
Room 544

1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554

*Lisa Gelb

Federal Communications Commission
Room 544

1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554

*Joseph Farrell

Federal Communications Commission
Room 518

1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554

*William E. Kennard

Federal Communications Commission
Room 614

1919 M Street, N.-W.

Washington, DC 20554

*Mary Beth Richards

Federal Communications Commission
Room 500

1919 M Street, N.-W.

Washington, DC 20554

*Janice Myles

Federal Communications Commission
Room 544

1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554

(5 copies)

(Including 3.5 Diskette Copy w/Cover Letter)

*David Sieradzki

Federal Communications Commission
Room 518

1919 M Street, N.-W.

Washington, DC 20554

*Steve Weingarten

Federal Communications Commission
Room 518

1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554

(2 copies)

*Robert Pepper

Federal Communications Commission
Room 822

1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554



*Michele Farquhar

Federal Communications Commission
Room 5002

2025 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Theodore V. Morrison, Jr.

Virginia State Corporation Commission
Staff

1300 East Main Street

Richmond, VA 23219

Terrence P. McGarty
COMAY, Corp.

22nd Floor

60 State Street
Boston, MA 02109

Antoinette Cook Bush

Linda G. Morrison

Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher
& Flom

1440 New York Avenue, N.-W.

Washington, DC 20005

AMERITECH

R. Michael Senkowski GTE
Richard E. Wiley

Jeffrey S. Linder

Wiley, Rein & Fielding

1776 K Street, N.'W.

Washington, DC 20006

*International Transcription
Services, Inc.

Suite 140

2100 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20037

Susan Drombetta

Scherers Communications Group, Inc.
575 Scherers Court

Worthington, OH 43085

Thomas P. Hester

Kelly R. Welsh

John T. Lenahan

Ameritech Operating Companies
30 South Wacker Drive

Chicago, IL. 60606

Robert M. Lynch

Durward D. Dupre

Michael J. Zpevak

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company
Room 3520

One Bell Center

St. Louis, MO 63101

William P. Barr

Ward W. Wueste

Gail L. Polivy

GTE Service Corporation
Suite 1200

1850 M Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036



Encarnita Catalan-Marchan

Maria Pizarro-Figueroa

Telefonica Larga Distancia
de Puerto Rico, Inc.

Metro Office Park

Building No. 8, Street No. 1

Guaynabo, PR 00922

Pat Wood, III

Robert W. Gee

Judy Walsh

Laurie Pappas

Public Utility Commission of Texas
Suite 290-E

7800 Shoal Creek Boulevard
Austin, TX 78757

Tim Raven

Texas Telephone Association
Suite 1005

400 West 15th Street
Austin, TX 78701-1647

Bruce Hagen

Susan E. Wefald

Leo M. Reinbold

North Dakota Public Service Commission
12th Floor

State Capitol

Bismarck, ND 58505-0480

Richard A. Finnigan

Washington Independent Telephone
Association

Suite B-1

2405 Evergreen Park Drive, S W

Olympia, WA 98502

Philip L. Malet TLDDPRI
Alfred Mamlet

Colleen A. Sechrest

Steptoe & Johnson, LLP

1330 Connecticut Avenue, N.-W.
Washington, DC 20036

Jim Whitefield

Gary L. Mann

Texas Statewide Telephone Cooperative, Inc.
Suite 200

3721 Executive Center Drive

Austin, TX 78731-1639

James U. Troup VARTEC
L. Charles Keller BSTC, ET AL.
Arter & Hadden

Suite 400K

1801 K Street, N.-W.
Washington, DC 20006
(2 copies)

W. Benny Won

Oregon Public Utility Commission
1162 Court Street, N.E.

Salem, OR 97310

dot D. Carpenter, Jr.
Telecommunications Industry Association
Suite 315

1201 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20044-0407



Steve Hamlen

Unicom

5450 A Street

Anchorage, AK 99518-1291

Elizabeth R. Sachs

Lukas, McGowan, Nace & Gutierrez
12th Floor

1111 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

Danny E. Adams

dohn J. Heitmann

Steven A. Augustino

Kelley, Drye & Warren, LLP
Suite 500

1200 19th Street, N.-W.
Washington, DC 20036

(2 copies)

Scott Harshbarger

Daniel Mitchell

Attorney General’s Office of the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts

4th Floor

200 Portland Street

Boston, MA 02114

Joel B. Shifman

Maine Public Utilities Commission
State House Station No. 18

242 State Street

Augusta, ME 04333-0018

AMTA

C&W

ANE/USLDI

Alan R. Shark

American Mobile Telecommunications
Association, Inc.

Suite 250

1150 18th Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20036

Wayne V. Black

C. Douglas Jarrett
Susan M. Hafeli

Keller & Heckman
Suite 500 West

1001 G Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20001

Rachel J. Rothstein
Ann P. Morton

Cable & Wireless, Inc.
8219 Leesburg Pike
Vienna, VA 22182

John B. Howe

Mary Clark

Janet Gail Besser

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Department of Public Utilities

12th Floor

100 Cambridge Street

Boston, MA 02202

Karen Finstad Hammel

Montana Public Service Commission
1701 Prospect Avenue

POB 202601

Helena, MT 59620-2601

TAPI



Lowell C. Johnson

Nebraska Public Service Commission
300 The Atrium

1200 N Street

POB 94927

Lincoln, NE 68509-4927

David Kaufman

New Mexico State Corporation Commission
POB 1269

Santa Fe, NM 87504-1269

Michael L. Ginsberg
Assistant Attorney General
160 East 300 South

POB 146751

Salt Lake City, UT 84145

George E. Young

Vermont Public Service Board
Draw 20

Montpelier, VT 05620-2701

Thomas E. Taylor CBTC
Jack B. Harrison

Frost & Jacobs

2500 Central Trust Center

201 East Fifth Street

Cincinnati, OH 45202

E. Barclay Jackson

New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
8 Old Suncook Road

Concord, NH 03301-7319

Stephen F. Mecham

Utah Public Service Commission
160 East 300 South

POB 45585

Salt Lake City, UT 84145

Sheldon M. Katz

Vermont Department of Public Service
Drawer 20

Montpelier, VT 05620-2601

Rolayne Ailts

South Dakota Public Utilities Commission
500 East Capital

Pierre, SD 57501

Martha S. Hogerty
NASUCA

Suite 550

1133 15th Street, N.-W.
Washington, DC 20005



Philip L. Verveer CTIA
Jennifer A. Donaldson TCI
Angie Kronenberg

Willkie, Farr & Gallagher

Suite 600

Three Lafayette Center

1155 21st Street, N.-W.

Washington, DC 20036-3384

(2 copies)

Bradley Stillman

Mark N. Cooper

Consumer Federation of America
Suite 604

1424 16th Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

Christopher C. Kempley
Deborah R. Scott

Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007

David W. Carpenter AT&T
Peter D. Keisler

David L. Lawson

David M. Levy

Sidley & Austin

One First National Plaza

Chicago, IL. 60603

Marlin D. Ard

Randall E. Cape

John W. Bogy

Pacific Telesis Group

Room 1530-A

140 New Montgomery Street
San Francisco, CA 94105

Michael F. Altschul

Randall S. Coleman

Cellular Telecommunications
Industry Association

Suite 200

1250 Connecticut Avenue, N.-W.

Washington, DC 20036

Ann Kutter

Douglas Elfner

New York State Consumer Protection Board
99 Washington Avenue

Albany, NY 12210

Mark C. Rosenblum

Roy E. Hoffinger

Stephen C. Garavito
Richard H. Rubin

AT&T Corp.

Room 324511

295 North Maple Avenue
Basking Ridge, NJ 07920

Margaret E. Garber

Pacific Telesis Group

4th Floor

1275 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20004

Michael E. Glover

Leslie A. Vial

James G. Pachulski

Lydia Pulley

Bell Atlantic Telephone Companies
8th Floor

1320 North Court House Road
Arlington, VA 22201



Saul Fisher

William J. Balcerski
NYNEX Corporation
1111 Westchester Avenue
White Plains, NY 10604

Andrew D. Lipman MFS
Russell M. Blau HYPERION
Dana Frix WINSTAR
Eric J. Branfman GST
Swidler & Berlin, Chartered

Suite 300

3000 K Street, N.-W.
Washington, DC 20007
(4 copies)

J. Manning Lee

Teresa Marrero

Teleport Communications Group. Inc.
Suite 300

Two Teleport Drive

Staten Island, NY 10311

Riley M. Murphy

Charles Kallenbach

American Communications Services, Inc.
Suite 100

131 National Business Parkway
Annapolis Junction, MD 20701

Glen A. Schmiege

Mark J. Burzych

Foster, Swift, Collins & Smith, PC
303 South Washington Square
Lansing, MI 48933

MECAI

James D. Ellis

Dawvid F. Brown

SBC Communications, Inc.
Room 1254

175 East Houston

San Antonio, TX 78205

David N. Porter

MFS Communications Company, Inc.
Suite 300

3000 K Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20007

Brad E. Mutschelknaus
Steve A. Augustino
Marieann Zochowski

Kelley, Drye & Warren, LLP
Suite 500

1200 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

Agris Pavlovskis

Michigan Exchange Carriers Association
1400 Michigan National Tower

Lansing, MI 48901-0025

Steven T. Nourse

Public Utilities Commission of Ohio
180 East Broad Street

Columbus, OH 43266-0573

ACSI



Maureen O. Helmer

Public Service Commission of the
State of New York

Three Empire State Plaza

Albany, NY 12223

Aaron I. Fleischman TWCHI
Richard Rubin cce
Mitchell F. Brecher

Steven N. Teplitz

Fleischman and Walsh

Suite 600

1400 16th Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20036

(2 copies)

Anne K. Bingaman
Donald J. Russell

Luin Fitch

U.S. Department of Justice
Room 8104

555 4th Street, N.-W.
Washington, DC 20001

Raymond G. Bender, Jr. VANGUARD
dJ. G. Harrington

Peter A. Batacan

Werner K. Hartenberger cox
Dow, Lohnes & Albertson, LLC

Suite 800

1200 New Hampshire Avenue, N.-W.
Washington, DC 20036-6802

(2 copies)

Reginald J. Smith

Connecticut Department of Public
Utility Control

10 Franklin Square

New Britain, CT 06051

Robert S. Tongren

Ohio Consumers Council
15th Floor

77 South High Street
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